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RKMARKS 

yntrnductor v Comments 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-30, 53. and 54 under 35 U.S.C. 
§l03(a) as being unpatenUble over U.S. Patent No. 6.122.361 to Gupta (hereinafter "Gupta") 
in viev. of U.S. Patent No. 6,122.614 to Kahn et al. (hereinafter "Kahn"). In this 
Amendment. Applicants have amended independent claims 1 and 53 to further define 
patentable aspects. Dependent claims 7. 12, and 23 have also been amended, and dependent 
claim 5 has been cancelled without prejudice. Independent claim 55 has been added. No 
new matter has been introduced. After entry of these amendments, claims 1-4, 6-30, 53. 54, 
and 55 will be pending in the application. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of 
the presently pending claims based on the amendments to the claims and for the reasons 
provided below. 

Summary of Arguments 

After carefoUy considering the rejections presented by the Examiner in the Office 
Action. Applicants continue to fmd patentable subject matter recited in the claims. With 
respect to independent claims 1 and 53 as amended, as well as independent claims 17, 29, and 
30, for example. Applicants find that the Office Action fails to provide evidence sufficient to 
esmblish ^ prima facie case of obviousness because Gupta and Kahn. taken alone or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest each and every claim limitation recited in these claims. 
In particular, there is no teaching or suggestion in the references of using a transcript as a 
query into a database or of presenting a telephone number corresponding to an accepted one 
or more listings to a caller. With respect to independent claim 54. Applicants cannot find any 
teaching in Gupta or Kahn of coraiecting a caller to a called party corresponding to a listing, 
as recited in the claim. Moreover, one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been 
motivated to combine Gupta and Kahn. In particular, the alleged motivation cited in the 
Office Action would not have motivated one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
references. 

Moreover, Applicants have presented separate arguments herein for the patentability 
of other claims, including, for example, new independent claim 55 and dependent claims 7. 
12. and 23. Claim 7 recites limitations related to identifying at least one word that is required 
for each listing, determining whetiier a transcript contains the identified at least one required 
word, and accepting a listing when the transcript contains tiie identified at least one required 
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word, which features are not taught or suggested in the prior art of record. Claims 12. 23. and 
55 recite sitnUarlimitationsthataretiottaughtor Suggested in the prior art of record. 

p^j onH^n of Cl fl '"^" S4 nnder 35 U.S.C. §103(al 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-30. 53, and 54 under 
35USC §103(a)asbeingunpatentableoverGuptainviewofKahn. "To establish pnma 
fecie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or 
suggestedby the prior art. In re Royka, 490 F.2d 981. 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974)." 
M P E.P. § 2143.03. . "Obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge genemlly available to one of ordinary skill in the art. In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed Cir. 
1992)." M.P.E.P. § 2143.01. Thus, a prima facie case of obviousness requires: (1) a 
suggestion or motivation to modify or combine the reference teachings; (2) a reasonable 
expectation of success; and (3) a teaching or suggestion in the prior art references of all of the 
claim limitations (MPEP 2143). For at least the reasons discussed below, the Office Action 
does not satisfy all of these requirements. 

A. Independent Claims 1, 17, 29, 30, and 53 

Independent claims 1, 17. 29, 30, and 53 each recite claim limitations that are not 
taught or suggested in Gupta or Kahn. For example, AppUcants have amended independent 
claim 1 to further defme patentable aspects, including the claim limitation of: 

a listing retrieval module configured to retrieve at least one listing 
correspo;iding to the audible request from a database, the «f ^^"^^^^^ 
module being configured to *hp tmnscnot ^ nnery into the database. . . . 
(Emphasis added.) 

independent claim 53 has been amended to include a similar limitation. Independent claims 
17, 29. and 30 also recite similar claim limitations related to retrieving a Msting by usmg a 
transcript of a request as a query into a database. Gupta and Kahn. taken alone or in 
combination, do not teach or suggest this claim limitation. On page 3 of the Office Action, 
tiie Examiner correctly admits that Gupta does not teach "generating a transcript." THe 
Examiner then asserts that Kahn "teaches the operator generating transcripts of the user 
input- (page 3 of the Office Action). Even if this assertion is assumed to be true for the sake 
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of a,gu«.=n,, however, to combi»don of 0»p« »d Kabn ,«n feiU » «ch or suggest to 
claim limMon of rettieving . Mng by ■ ^Pn^i pt nf a M-erV .«to A 

database . 

As disclosed in Applicants' specification, the use of transcripts of audible requests as 
queries into a database of listings allows Applicants' directory assistance systems and 
methods to faciUtate automated dir^tory assistance for large numbers of listings by usmg 
large vocabulary recognition techniques for both recognition and verification of requested 
listings(see.e.g..pagel8.1ineltopagel9,linel7andpage26,lines2-4ofApplicants 

specification). Moreover, the use of transcriptsprovides flexibility by permitting automated 
directory assistance even when a caller's request is phrased in a slighUy novel way (see, e.g.. 
page 26, lines 5-6 of Applicants' specification). 

Kahn fails to teach or suggest the claim limitation of retrieving a listing by using a 
transcript of a request as a query into a database. Kahn is directed to an attempt to automate 
transcription services by moving acoustic model training tasks normally performed by end 
users of speech recognition software from the end users to human operators and speech 
recognition programs that create written text from voice dictation (Title; Abstract; and col. 2. 
lines 8-25 of Kahn). After careful review of Kahn, however, Applicants cannot find any 
teaching or suggestion -^--- ^ >-^^Hnts of n-nwests as queries into a A^^^^m to retriev e 
listings. Any transcript generated in Kahn is merely returned to the end user of the speech 
recognition software program (Abstract of Kahn). The teachings of Kahn are limited to 
transcription services and do not contain any teaching or suggestion of an application m 
which a generated transcript is used as a query into a database to retrieve a listing. Thus. 
Kahn fails to teach or suggest this claim limitation. 

Gupta also fails to teach or suggest the claim limitation of retrieving a listing by using 
a transcript of a request as a query into a database. Although Gupta discloses searching a 
speech recognition dictionary containing locality listings to identify matches for audible 
requests for a locality (Abstract of Gupta), Gupta is limited to finding the matches usmg 
„..^M.cp^.hreco ^i«ion techniques and does not contain any teaching or disclosure of 
using a transcript of a request to search the speech recognition dictionary. In contrast to the 
use of transcripts to search a database. Giipta discloses a conversion of a spoken utterance 
mto an electrical signal for transmission from a telephone to a speech recognition umt 
(Gupta, col. 6, Unes 35-37). The electrical signal is segmented, normalized, and 
parameterized (Gupta, col. 6. lines 40-43). A search is then performed to find possible 
matches of the audible request in a speech recognition dictionary (col. 6, lines 45-50). 

10 

PACE • RCVD AT W»200S 5:40:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] • 8VR:U8PTO.a:XRF-6/25 ■ bNI8:2738300 • €810:8727183048 • DURATION (mm-SS):08-28 


VERIZON IP 


USPATENT-AJIEND 
Docket No.: 99-469 


However, the electrical signal disclosed in this section of Gupta is an electrical .^^^s^ 
representative of the audible request, as evidenced by .he description at col. 6, line 51 to col. 
7 line 1 7 of Gupta, which discusses how short segments (i.e.. frames having duration ranges 
from 5-20 miUiseconds) of the signal are processed at the pre-processing unit 102. Moreover. 
Gupta repeatedly discloses that the speech recognition is performed using acoustical 
characteristics and speech processing to find a match (e.g., see Gupta, col. 2. lines 28-32; col. 
2 li„es45.49;andcol.7.1ines21-22). Thus, the system of Gupta is equipped only to use 
audio signals to search a speech recognition dictionary, and Gupta does not contain any 
teaching of using - — ^ -^'^ "-""^t as n query into , database to retrieve a listing, as 
recited in claims 1.17, 29, 30. and 53. 

On page 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner continues to rely upon blocks 404-406 
of Figure 3 of Gupta to reject the claim limitation of retrieving a listing from a database using 
a transcript. However, neither blocks 404-406 nor the correspondmg description contain any 
disclosure ^^-c^^p ^ t^^^-rint of a request to retrieve a listing. In contrast, block 404 of 
Gupta discloses a step for obtaining data for a called number, and block 406 of Gupta 
discloses a step for detemiining whether the called number is any one of a specific plurality 
of different telephone numbers that can be dialed to access Gupta's directory service system 
(Gupta, Figure 3 and col. 1 1, lines 17-26). If one of the specific telephone numbers for the 
directory service has been dialed, then the system of Gupta uses predefined locality 
probability tables to recognize and prioritize localities that might be associated with an 
audible request (Gupta, steps 408-418 of Figure 3). In this manner, the system of Gupta is 
able to use an area code and/or a prefix associated with a telephone number to assist m 
identifying localities requested by callers. However, the area codes and prefixes are not 
transcripts of requests. Moreover, the area codes and prefixes are used merely to pnonUze 
localities by probabilities based on calling patterns. The localities are still identified using 
audio signals to search speech recognition dictionary of localities, as discussed above. 
Therefore. Gupta does not contain any teaching of using a transcript of a request as a query 
into a database to retrieve a listing, as recited in claims 1. 17, 29. 30, and 53. 

Because neither Gupta nor Kahn teach or suggest the claim limitation of retrieving a 
listing by using a transcript of a request as a query into a database, the combination of Gupta 
and Kahn also fails to teach or suggest this clafan limitation. The asserted combination of the 
references may be able to convert audible requests for localities to transcript form usmg the 
teachings of Kahn, but .here is not any teaching or suggestion in Gupta or Kahn of usmg the 
generated transcripts as queries into a database. As discussed above. Kahn fails to teach or 
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suggest any such application of generated txanscripts. and the teachings of Gupta are lun^ted 
to using .^di^lign^ to seaxchaspeech recognition dictiona^ 

prior art of record does not teach or suggest the claim limitation of retrieving a listmgby 
using a transcript of a request as a query into a database, as recited in independ^t clam. 1. 
17,29, 30, and 53. 

Gupta and Kahn, taken alone or in combination, also fail to teach or suggest another 
claim limitation recited in mdependent claims 1. 17. 29. 30. and 53, namely the claim 

.,i r prr-rnt-ir " -^ T^— <^°rr.^nnnmr to the listinp to a caller . On page 

2 of the Office Action, the Examiner continues to rely upon blocks 416 and 418 of Figure 3 
of Gupta to reject this claim limitation. Although ihe Examiner continues to rely upon the 
same reasoning as presented in the previous Office action dated December 7, 2004 to reject 
this claim limitation, the cunent Office Action does not address the relevant arguments 
presented in Applicants' previous response filed on March 4, 2005. MPEP 707.07(f) states 
that "Mhere the applicant traverses any rejection, the examiner should, if he or she repeats 
the rejection, take note of the applicant's argument and answer &e substance of it." 

Neither block 416 nor 418 of Figure 3 of Gupta discloses the presenting of a 
telephone number corresponding to a listing to a caller. In contrast, step 416 of Gupta 
discloses only a re-ordering of a list of localities based on a locality-based, calculated 
compound probability. At step 418 of Gupta, the top three candidates of the list are selected. 
The re-ordering and selecting of list entries at steps 416-418 do not in any way amount to the 
presenting of a telephone number corresponding to a listing to a caller. Gupta does not 
disclose this claim limitation because the system of Gupta is limited to a speech recognition 
technique that uses localities and probabiUties to enhance the accuracy of matching localities 
requested in a directory service system. 

Kahn is relied upon merely for the generation of a transcript and, as such, does not 
cure this deficiency of Gupta. The teachings of Kahn are limited to automating training tasks 
for speech recognition software and do not contain any teaching or suggestion of presentmg a 
telephone number corresponding to a listing to a caller. 

In addition, one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to combine 
Gupta and Kahn. On page 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner asserts that the combination 
of Gupta and Kahn would have been obvious because the combination "would 
advantageously allow for editing of umnatched speech," as disclosed at col. 2, lines 50-60 of 
Kahn. However. Gupta is not concerned with the editing of unmatched speech. If a request 
for a locality is unclear (e.g.. umnatched). the system of Gupta simply passes the request to a 
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human operator (col. 9, lines 2-3 of Gupta), at which point the human operator attempts to 
find a match for the request. TT^us. the editing of unmatched speech disclosed in Kahn wodd 
not have motivated one of ordinary skill in the art to combine Gupta and Kahn as asserted by 

the Examiner. . 

For any of the foregoing reasons, the Office Action fails to establish a prima face 
case of obviousness against independent claims 1. 17. 29. 30. and 53 because Gupta and 
Kahn. taken alone or in combination, do notteach or suggest each and every claim limitation 
recited in these claims. Therefore. Applicants respectfully request that the Exammer 
withdraw the rejections of independent claims 1. 17. 29. 30. and 53. which are in condmon 
forallowance. Claims 2 A 6-16. and 18-28 are in condition for allowance by way of tiieir 

respective dependencies from either claim 1 or 17. 
B. Independent Claim 54 

On page 3 of the Office Action, tiie Examiner rejected independent claim 54 for the 
same reasons used to reject independent claims 1. 17. 29. 30. and 53. as discussed above. 
However, independent claim 54 recites claim limitations not contained in independent claims 
1 17. 29. and 30. Unfortimately. the Office Action fails to consider these differences and 
does'not 'address the relevant arguments presented in Applicants' previous response filed 
Man:h 4, 2005. For example, independent claim 54 recites die claim limitation of comiecting 
the caller to a called party corresponding to an identified listing. Gupta and Kahn, taken 
alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest fliis claim Umitation. Gupta does not 
disclose this claim limitation because the system of Gupta is limited to a speech recogmuon 
technique that uses localities and probabilities to enhance the accuracy of a directory service 
system Gupta does not disclose a directory service system capable of connecting the caller 
to a called party corresponding to an identified Usting. Kahn is relied upon merely for the 
generation of a transcript and, as such, does not cure this deficiency of Gupta. The teachmgs 
of Kahn are limited to automating training tasks for speech recognition software and do not 
contain any teaching or suggestion of comiecting the caller to a called party corresponding to 
an identified listing. Therefore, the Office Action fails to establish ^prima facie case of 
obviousness against independent claim 54. and Applicants respectfuUy request tiiat the 
Examiner witiidraw the rejection of this claim. 

C. Dependent Claims Recite Patentable Subject Matter 
As mentioned above, dependent claims 2-4. 6-16. and 18-28 are in condition for 
allowance as claims depending directly or indirectly from independent claim 1 orl7. 
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Nevertheless, the dependent claims also incite independently patentable subject matter not 
taught or suggested in the prior art of record. Merely by way of example, claims 7. 12, and 
23. as amended, recite claim limitations related to determining whether to accept a hstmg that 
has been identified as a potential match to a lequesL The determination is made by 
ascertaining whether the request includes at least one word that is defined as being required 
in a request for the Usting. Claim 7, as amended, recites: 

7. nie system of claim 1, wherein the accept/reject module is 
configured to identify at least one word that is requ^ed ^o^^^t^^S 
determine whether the transcript contains the identified at least one requirsa 
woTand rccept one of the listings i when the transcript contams the identified 
at least one required word. 

Claim 12, as amended, recites: 

12 The system of claim 9, wherein the training system includes: 
a required words determination module configured to identify at least 
one word that is required to request a particular telephone number, the 
accept/reject module using the identified at least one required word to 
determine whether a corresponding, one of the listings is acceptable . 

Claim 23, as amended, recites: 

23. The method of claim 17, wherem the determining includes: 
identifying at least one word that is required for each of the retrieved 

^^''"^ detemiming whether the transcript contains the identified at least one 
requiredjvor^^d^^ of the retrieved listings when the transcript contains the 
identified at least one required wo^d, 

Gupta and Kahn. taken alone or in: combination, do not teach or suggest the above 
claims limitations related to determining whether a request mcludes a required word and 
accepting a listing identified as a potential match to the request when it is determined that the 
request includes the required word, especially when these claim limitations are considered m 
the context of the entire claim, the televatit base claim, and any intervening claims. With this 
feature. Applicants' systems and method^ are capable of identifying listings that are potential 
matches to a request and then accepting or rejecting each of the identified listings by 
determining whether the request includes! at least one word that haa been defined as being 
required for the corresponding listing. In other words, an initial set of '•potential-match- 
listings can be filtered by using one or more defined required words as filter criteria. 

Gupta does not teach or suggest these claim limitations. Rather. Gupta uses multiple 
seareh stages that are based on different and unrelated criteria to identify localities that match 
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a request. The first search stage of Gupta performs rough probabilistic calculations to extract 
from a speech recognition dictionary a list of possible candidates for a request (col. 7. lines 
34-37 of Gupta) TTie second search stage of Gupta uses a complex matching algorithm to 
rank the list of possible candidates (col. 7. lines 46-58 of Gupta). Tbe third and final search 
stage disclosed in Gupta compares the top two ranked candidates against a predefined 
numeric threshold to determine whether one of the candidates is a possible correct mappmg 
(col 7. line 59 through col. 8. line 4 of Gupta). Not one ofthese search stages uses reqmred 
words as criteria for filtering an initial set of "potential-match" listings, as recited in claims 7. 
12 and 23 Ranking a list ofcandidates and accepting or rejecting top-mnked candidates 
baled on a numeric threshold is completely different from the claim limitations directed to 
identifying a listing as a potential match to a request, determining whether the request 
includes a word defined as being required for the listing, and accepting the listing when the 
request is determined to include the required word, as recited in claims 7. 12. and 23. 
Iberefore. Gupta does not teach or suggest these claim limitations. Kahn was cited merely 
for a disclosure of generating a transcript from a voice recording and. as such, does not cure 
this deficiency of Gupta. Consequently. Gupta and Kahn. taken alone or in combination, do 
not teach or suggest each and every claim limiUtion recited in claims 7, 12. and 23. and the 
Office Action fails to establish ^prima facie case of obviousness against these claims. 
Accordingly. Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw the rejections of 
claims 7, 12, and 23, which are in condition for allowance. 


New liidep«^"dent Clafao 55 

Independent claun 55 recites subject matter not taught or suggested in the prior art of 

record. Independent claim 55 recites: 

55 A method ofpioviding directory assistance, comprising: 
defining a set of words or phrases associated with a listng; 
defining at least one required word associated with the listmg; 
receiving a request for a telephone number from acallw; 
using speech recognition to generate a transcript firom the audible 

'^'^'''''^using the transcript to identify the listing as a potential match to the 
request, the listing being identified by using the ^^^^Pi^^JX^liSne 
database containing the set of words or phrases associated with tiie hstmg 
determining whether the transcript includes the at least one required 

word associated with the listing; < ^ • i » 

accepting the listing when it is determined that the transcript mcludes a 
match for at least one of the at least one required word; and 
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rejecting the listing when it is determined that die transcript does not 
include a match for at least one of the. at least one required word. 

Ihe prior art of record does not teach or suggest any of the above-listed claim limitations 
related to definmg a required word, using a transcript of a request to identify a hstmg as a 
potential match to the request, and using the required word to determine whether to accept or 
reject the identified listing. As discussed above in relation to dependent claims 7. 12. and 23. 
Gupta and Kahn. taken alone or in combination, do not include any teaching of usmg a 
required-word criterion to determine whether to accept a "potential-match" listmg. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that new independent claim 55 is in condition for 
allowance. 
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rnxfi.usiON 

All rejections have been addressed, in view of the above, the presently pending 
claims are believed to be in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to pass this application to issue. It is believed that any fees associated 
with the filing of this paper are identified inan accompanying transmittal. However, if any 
additional fees are required, they may be ch^ed to Deposit Account 07-2347. To the extent 
necessary, a petition for extension of time under 37 CF.R. 1.1 36(a) is hereby made, the fee 
for which should be charged against the aforementioned account 


Respectfully submitted. 


Dated: September 9. 2005 



Joe^Jfall 

Attorney for Applicant 

Reg. No.: 25,648 
Verizon Corporate Services Group Inc. 
c/o Christian Andersen 
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Mailcode HQE03H14 
Irving. TX 75038 
(972) 718-4800 
CUSTOMER NO.: 32127 


i! " 

PAGE 19/19 * RCVD AT 9/9/2005 3:40:28 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * 8VR:USPTO-EFXRF-a/25 • DNI8:2738300 • CSID:9727183946 • DURATION (fnm-ss):08-28 


